

















































































































Attorney General’s Opinion

EXHIBIT D
“September 4, 1929.

Hon. TuEODORE CHRISTIANSON, Governor.
Dear Sir:

You call attention to Laws 1929, chapter 309, relating to the erection
of a state office building, and ask for an interpretation of it in two par-
ticulars, viz.: - -

May you as governor determine the size of the office building by limit-
ing the number of departments to be quartered in it?

May the state building commission erect a building which, together with
the state capitol, is inadequate to house all offices, boards, commissions and
agencies of the state government?

Section 3 of the act reads in part as follows:

‘The commission * * * shall design and construct such a building
as shall be best suited and adapted to provide necessary and proper space
and office facilities in connection with the state capitol building for all
offices, boards, commissions and agencies of the state government, with need-
ful passageways connecting with the capitol building, * * * the building
to be of such size and character as may be necessary to meet the present and
reasonably anticipated future needs of the state * * *

Section 6 imposes on the governor the duty to ‘determine the particular
departments, officers and agents of the state government to be assigned to the
building to be erected hereunder.’

At the present time the departments and agencies of the state govern-
ment are housed in the state capitol offices, in its halls and legislative rooms,
in the old capitol building, and in several offices distant from the capitol.
The requirement that the commission erect a building that will supply future
as well present needs for the necessary and proper space, in connection with
the state capitol, for all offices, boards, commissions and agencies of the state
government, and to connect that building with the capitol by passageways,
manifests a legislative intent that all state activities, other than those located

‘elsewhere by statutory direction, shall be gathered together under one roof
as it were.



Of course the commission will exercise its discretion how large a struc-
ture is needed for that purpose. It may not, however, arbitrarily restrict the
size so as to preclude accommodating in the combined space afforded by the
capitol and the office building any state agency or department, as for instance
the department of rural credits or the department of labor and industries,
now quartered in downtown office buildings.

Read in connection with section 3, the authority granted you by section 6
goes no farther than to permit you to determine which offices shall be housed
- in the capitol and which in the office building.

I am of the opinion that both your inquiries should be answered in
the negative.
Yours respectfully,

G. A. YOUNGQUIST,

Attorney General.”



Governor Christianson’s Statement to
Ramsey County Legislative Delegation

EXHIBIT E

As I am informed, you are here to urge upon me the location of the
proposed office building on the so-called Wabasha Street site, instead of on
the University Avenue site, upon which the Commission has decided to build -
it. In order that the issue may be clearly defined before we proceed to con-
sider it, I want to make a statement at this time.

You are members of the Legislature which enacted the law which pro-
vides for the erection of this building. As such it was your duty and preroga-
tive to determine by whom the site should be chosen. You might have placed
the determination of the site in my hands. You did not do so.

You might have taken the responsibility of selecting the site yourself,
by providing in the bill for its definite location. You did not choose to do so.
When the bill came to me for my signature, I urged that it be recalled and
amended so as to name the site. I stated that determining the location was a
legislative function. The fact that you are here today as members of the
Legislature to urge the location of the building on Wabasha Street is an
acknowledgment that my contention was right.

When I objected to the bill on the two grounds, that it did not fix the .
location and did not set forth the character of building to be erected, whether
it should be monumental or merely utilitarian, a group of citizens, which

- included members of the Ramsey County delegation of the Legislature and

representatives of the St. Paul Association, informed me that all that St. Paul
wanted was the erection of a building adequate for the proper conduct of the
State’s business and in convenient proximity to the State Capitol. Upon that
representation and promise, and in reliance thereon, I signed the bill and it
became a law. .

Under the terms of the law it became my duty to appoint a commission _
of seven persons, who were by you given the sole power not only to erect the
building but to fix the site thereof. You gave me no right either to review the
decisions of the Commission or to veto them. My authority and responsibility
ended absolutely when the members of the commission had been appointed.
One function only was intrusted to me, namely, to determine which depart-
ments now located in the Capitol should remain there and which should be
assigned place in the new office building. If you had intended that I should



have any further authority or responsibility you should have so provided in
the law which you framed and passed.

I might have, notwithstanding the limitation on my authority, influenced
the determination of the site of a building and, its character, in one way, and
in one way only. I might have ascertained in advance the attitude of the men
whom I had under consideration for appointment on the question of location.
This I did not do, as should be sufficiently evidenced by the fact that the men
whom I appointed do not even now agree. I did not do it for three reasons:

1. It has always been my policy to appoint men in whom I had con-
fidence and then leave them free to administer the duties of their respective
offices according to their best judgment.

2. It would have been illogical to have 1equ1red the members of the
commission to have stated their decision with regard to the site before they
had an opportunity to meet to consider the merits and demerits of the dif-
ferent possible sites.

3. 1did not think it necessary to exact any promises as to the character
and location of the building, because I had full faith in the pledge that the
issue would not be raised.

When the Commission had after lengthy consideration decided to erect
the building on University Avenue, it appeared the decision was not pleasing
to certain organizations and individuals, among them some of those who had
assured me that no issue would be raised. Nevertheless, after a hearing,
I promised to ask the members of the Commission to give a further oppor-
tunity for those who opposed the site selected to be heard, and pending such
a hearing, not to purchase any land or take any other step which would make
it impossible to change the location which might be ultimately decided upon.
The Commission acceded to any request and gave a rehearing and another
opportunity was accorded for the presentation of facts and arguments offered
in support of the Wabasha Street site.

In order further to make sure that the Commission would have the
benefit of all proper and necessary advice, I urged that the opinion of Cass
Gilbert be sought. This request was granted and the opinion of Cass Gilbert
was secured.

It will be noted that I have taken every step to insure that the Commis-
sion gave everyone an opportunity to be heard, and that it avail itself of the
advice and opinion of experts. I know that you will agree with me that I have
gone as far as my jurisdiction extends. The decision must rest with the Com-
mission, in whom and in whom alone, you have vested the power to act.

THEODORE CHRISTIANSON.



Estimates of Cost of Lands Adjoining
Capitol Grounds
EXHIBIT F |

For the information of the Legislature the Commission has secured esti-
mates of the value of the following lands adjoining the Capitol grounds:

Tract 1-—North half of block embracing University Avenue

site (official appraisal $65,500.00)......... ... $ 75,000.00
Tract 2—Wabasha Street site—Whole of block including

southsixlots. ........ ... .. ... ....... ... .. 215,000.00
Tract 3—Block 4 Brewster’s Addition (Merriam Property) . 55,000.00
Tract 4—Valentine’s Subdivision—Property in front of heat-

mgoplant ... .o o 80,750.00
Tract 5—Central Avenue Extension—Part of block between

Central Avenue and Tilton Street.............. 100,000.00
Tract 6—Block 4, Ewing and Choate’s Addition South of

Wabasha Street (Laundry)............... .. .. 26,000.00

Tract 7—EL4 Block 1, Whitney’s Subdivision—On Park Ave.
opposite University Avenue site................ 243,600.00



Expenses of Gommission

SCHEDULE G

The following are the dishursements of the Commission to January 1,
1931:

Personal Service:
Draftsman and Reporter. .............. .. .. .. .. $264.00
Making Survey of University Avenue Site Block.... 200.00 $464.00
Miscellaneous Office Expense. . ............. ... ... .... 100.44
Blue Prints and Abstracts. .. .......... e 94.16
Expenses Cass Gilbert. .. ....... ... . ... . . . . 89.99
Appraisal of half block, University Ave. site.............. 175.60

TraAveling Expenses:
Gustaf Widell . . ... ... . ... ... ... ... ..., ~138.50
R. W. Hitchcock. .. ........ ... ... ...... ... 993.70
S. T. McKnight. ...... .o . o i 12.80
Henry Rines . . ... .. o it 161.48 906.48

1,830.07

Proceeds from sale of Certificates of Indebtedness. .. ..... ... 25,000.00
Balanceonhand . . ... ................... D 23,169.93

No payments have yet been made to the architect or engineers.



